century (e.g. Bonaparte 1850: 511; see also Layard 1867: 208) , not as larks as incorrectly said by Gregory & Dickinson (2012) . Later, snowfinches (genus Pyrgilauda; see Bìanki 1909 and Mayr 1927) were believed to be closely related to the birds now usually separated in the genera Montifringilla C.L. Brehm (1828 Brehm ( : col. 1277 and Leucosticte Swainson (in Swainson & Richardson 1832: 265, 493 ) (e.g. Sharpe 1888: 257-279; Dresser 1902: 297-306; Hartert 1904: 131-141) . Still later, Leucosticte was confirmed as a finch (Aves: Fringillidae), while Montifringilla and Pyrgilauda were recognized as sparrows (Aves: Ploceidae or Passeridae, depending on the classification) (Suškin 1924 (Suškin , 1927 Sudilovskaâ 1954; Vaurie 1959 ; and many subsequent authors).
I conclude that there is no evidence that Verreaux created the generic name Pyrgilauda twice and that Art. 11.6.1 of the Code must be used for solving the authorship of the generic name Pyrgilauda (contra Gregory & Dickinson 2012) . Pyrgilauda thus should be attributed to Bonaparte (1850) , not to Verreaux (1871) , as already contended by Mlíkovský (1998) .
Of necessity, I follow here the provisions of the Code (ICZN 1999), although I consider the statement regarding the authorship of the names validated from synonymy under Art. 11.6.1 of the Code unfortunate. It would be much better to attribute names first listed in synonymy to persons to whom they were credited and who probably created them, not to persons who, by citing them in synonymy implicitly did not recognize them. Thus, my choice would be "Pyrgilauda Verreaux in Bonaparte, 1850", not "Pyrgilauda Bonaparte, 1850". However, the Code does not allow this solution.
